Sustainability is everywhere. In science. In consultancy. In policy. In society. There is a lot going on. And sustainability-related activities continue to increase. The current debate about climate change is a good example. The combination of a warm winter, the publication of the Stern Review (Stern 2007) , the activities of the German government at EU and G8 levels, and the latest IPCC reports have created an immense attention for sustainability issues -attention to an extent that the community of sustainability researchers and activists could not have foreseen in their wildest dreams just a year ago. The current situation shows how much response in politics, science, economy, and (mass)media can be created by communication about (un)sustainability. At first glance, the current attention to sustainability issues covers up the fact that attention is there because goals are not met, because problems are not being solved. Comparing the goals of sustainable development with the socio-economic and ecological situation humanity is facing, it becomes utterly clear: What should have been achieved has not been achieved. On the contrary: Things are getting worse; there is overwhelming unsustainability. The trouble is that the complaints about this unsustainability, no matter how well meant, no matter how loudly voiced, no matter how honest or well performed, do not make things any better.
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Secondly, there is a tendency towards generalizing forms of communication. A possible reason for this is that abstract constructs can be controlled, while reality is stubborn. Sustainability can be related to an endless amount of topics (from biodiversity to fiscal policy and institutional reform, from gender mainstreaming to happiness and climate change). Therefore, the language of sustainable development must be generalizing and is often indeterminate while suggesting precision through seemingly concrete statements, and at the same time securing inclusion via abstract symbolization. In other words: Sustainability is increasingly displayed as a symbolic formula . Even when scientists strive for the highest terminological precision, it is beyond their control what their colleagues or the rest of the world communicate as "sustainability". What happens here is that sustainability becomes combinable with all kinds of issues and, thus, also becomes increasingly blurred. Empirically, there are manifold cases that show this tendency. Take, for example, the content of Greenpeace Magazine that can hardly be subsumed under one unifying thematic heading, or the literally innumerable thematic references in national and international sustainability strategies.
All too often, the solution to this arbitrariness is sought in relating different topics not by content, but by an orientation towards certain goals or an imagined core, a central idea. Take, for instance, the 1999 sustainability strategy of the United Kingdom, where the beginning of Chapter 1 reads: "What is sustainable development? At its heart is the simple idea of ensuring a better quality of life for everyone, now and for generations to come" (TSO 1999) . The focal point of sustainable development, then, is "the simple idea" that literally everyone should do better forever. Wow. Such a sentence is meaningless at best and certainly does not help the idea of sustainable development. Statements like that can in no way contribute to explaining what sustainability is, why it is important or how it could be achieved.
Lost Emotions, or 37,000,000 : 1 But all this is only one -the superficial -side, where whoever writes about it is already stuck in the pitfalls of the unwritten rules of rational argumentation. The problem of the sustainability discourse runs much deeper, as it is seriously stuck. Paralyzed. Boring. And dead serious. Beyond the hard core of sustainability scientists from different disciplines and paradigms, most people do not care about sustainable development at all. In Germany, the concept is virtually unknown to the lay public. And the majority seems well advised not to get too close to a party pooper like sustainability. It seems that it has been shanghaied by the well-intentioned, the well-meaning and the humorless. But what or who, apart from one's ego, benefits from politically correct attitudes? The road to hell is paved with good intentions -however, many projects to save the world are exactly just that: well-intentioned.
If you google "sustainability" (as we did on April 22, 2007), you get more than 37 million hits -if you search for jokes on this topic (with different combinations of "sustainability" and "joke"), you never get more than four hits. The only proper joke we found in our search is a really bad one (http://lists.oksustainability.org/piper mail/ok-sus/2006-February/002380.html) . We see the methodological problems involved in our operationalization, but to us, the ratio of around 37 million to one is still a striking one. We do not want to make light of a serious problem, we want to admonish the missing emotional involvement of sustainability. Of course we are aware that many people get very emotional about sustainability issues, especially when it comes to nature conservation or animal rights. But the mainstream of society has no emotional involvement with sustainability whatsoever.
The craze about Knut, the cute polar bear baby from Berlin Zoo, is an interesting example of how response can be created (which the German minister of environment was smart enough to see and use). Knut has even made it on the front page of Vanity Fair -side by side with no one less than Leonardo di Caprio! It seems that this little predator has done more for sustainability than most of us researchers -at least for sustainability's emotional dimension. What we can learn from Knut is how to deliver the package "emotion". "Sustainability" cannot -but at the same time it seems impossible to admit just that. Instead, "plastic words" (Pörksen 1988 ) are supplied in order to not lose in this emotional area completely. When the sincere and righteous meet unsuitable empirical facts, they tend to become uptight and rigid -and a need for words arises that keep the illusion alive that things can be organized, created, designed, planned and controlled.
Is cracking jokes about sustainability acceptable at all? Well, probably more so than jokes about Jews or 9/11, but probably less than about Catholics or nudism. In applying such a scale, we do not intend to break taboos but rather to trace the indispensable normative barriers and taboos that become relevant in the communication about certain things. Sustainability is located somewhere in the gray area, and neither meaty, lusty laughs nor fine, ironic ones are heard very often. The issue is so serious that no one dares to think of it playfully. What is relevant for sustainability communication is this: The seriousness of modernity, actually questioning everything, cannot be persevered -which is dangerous, because it questions the whole issue.
Sustainability at the Crossroads
More of the Same
So what? Before the aforementioned background, one can say that the sustainability discourse is at a crossroad -a possibly important bifurcation, because 20 years after "Brundlandt", maybe it is time to reconsider things. Let's look at the path to the right: famil-
Societal development is very much shaped by attempts to sustain the unsustainable and not by concerns about, for example, limits to growth.
FORUM iar, fortified and well illuminated. The road sign reads: more of the same. This strategy is compatible with most systems relevant to sustainability: more knowledge in science, growth in the economy, more programs in the political realm. More models, more declarations, more conferences, more indignation.Where unsustainability problems lead to this mode of solutions, it looks a bit like the picture by Paul Watzlawick (1983, pp. 27 f.) in which a drunken man is searching for his key under a street lamp even though he lost it somewhere else -but what's the point of looking in the dark? According to Watzlawick this is one of the most successful and effective recipes for catastrophe. Its "advantage", the author says, is that such a search leads to nothing except more of the same, namely nothing. But even if Watzlawick's example was wrong: More innovation, more money, more action will definitely not do the job when it comes to sustainability. What is needed is nothing less than a paradigm shift. And now let us look at the other path on the left hand side. More colorful, less clear, more chaotic, more meandering. Mirrors everywhere, and quicksand. The road sign reads: reflection. Taking this path means succumbing to the temptation of self-reflexive science. In the following, we provide four short examples.
The Benefits of Categorical Analysis
Another way of dealing with the complexity of sustainability is a categorical analysis of sustainability that goes beyond the dimensional models and fundamentally questions the goal of "all good for everybody everywhere forever" (Siemer 2006 and . Given polyvalent notions about priorities and ideologies, a "true" definition of sustainable development is not possible. As is well known, collecting definitions of sustainability has been a popular pastime in sustainability research (cf. Tremmel 2004) . But the search is not and cannot ever be over. One could try to make a virtue out of a necessity and base the analysis of sustainability on implicit categorical differences. The advantage of this approach is that it deliberately leaves open what is usually defined first -the reference toward content. This makes it possible to illustrate sustainability very precisely (and, unfortunately, very joke-free) . Such an analysis would also overcome the Cartesian divide between subjects (e. g. actors) and objects (e. g. ecology) and thereby bring us closer to an up-to-date epistemology. It would look something like in the figure above.
Two things become clear when looking at the issue like this: First, what is wished for as "sustainability" (i. e. including everybody and all topics everywhere -but especially in the future) is only achievable with its opposite. You cannot get the good without its other side. No inclusion without exclusion, no sustainability without unsustainability -and, to take an economic example -no efficiency without squandering. In communication about sustainability, the other, the potentially "dark" side, frequently experiences a latent depreciation. And secondly: If sustainability is reconstructed in this way, it becomes evident why the implications of virtually everything are a matter of debate in the sustainability discourse. This observation explains why sustainability communication spreads like cancer.
The Anti-Economics of Sustainability
Economics is an appropriate field to track the paradoxes of sustainability and question the seemingly obvious propositions of this discourse -for example, the meta-economic assumption of scarcity. This can bring about novel insights into approaches that are supposed to lead to sustainable development. A critique of the "economic construction of ecological reality" (Luks 2000, pp. 83ff.) would also have to talk about waste or non-efficiency. First, waste occurs where efficiency fails, i. e. where more could have come out of a certain input, or a goal could have been achieved with less input. This is a classical economic concept -carrying with it the explicit or implicit normative goal of avoiding or eliminating such forms of inefficiency. Secondly, however, a critical perspective towards economic interpretations of sustainability issues will have to deal with something beyond that; in other words, with forms of waste and squander that society cannot and will not get rid of. Sustainability research must take into account that (ritual) forms of squander are not something that only anthropologists observing "primitive societies" should care about: (ritual) squander is of relevance to society and its (sustainable) development (Luks 2006 and forthcoming).
Rituals of squander are by no means absent from sustainability. Think of how conferences are conducted -did you ever notice the resemblance to religious services? Or to take a rather obvious example: One of the authors of this article took an intercontinental flight for a fifteen-minute speech at an international conference. Yes, the conference was interesting, and it is hard to imagine doing research without scientific exchange. But let's face it: 14 hours in a plane for a short speech, interesting discussions and a pleasant conference dinner might be interpreted as a ritual of > How to tear apart sustainability by means of categorical analysis.
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Fred Luks, Stefan Hermann Siemer FORUM squander. Everybody working in the sustainability business will be able to recall events that would contribute to a long list of activities like this. It is our contention that potentially "anti-economic" concepts such as squander, gift giving and generosity should be considered in sustainability research. Explicitly anti-economic approaches such as Baudrillard's (1982) work on symbolic exchange and Bataille's (2001) "general economy" show not only that inefficiency is a concept that works under specific and contingent economic assumptions. It also shows that this inefficiency, squander and waste are things we might not be able to get rid of because they are part of individual and social life.
The Sustaining of the Unsustainable
Moreover, one could openly discuss the fact that there simply are no solutions to some of the problems of (post)modernity -at least not as they are presented in mainstream discourses. To start with, what can be observed today has accurately been termed "sustaining the unsustainable" (Blühdorn 2007 ). Ironically, the success of the term sustainability has so far not contributed to more sustainability. Indeed, a case could be made for the contrary. The fact that the ideas and ideals of the Brundtland Report are so widely spread today has changed the world, but it hasn't brought development in a direction of more social or ecological sustainability (Luks 2007) . Could it be that the industrialized countries have already entered the "post-ecological age"? Blühdorn (2000 and claims that consumption and non-sustainability shape the Zeitgeist just as much as political processes. Yes, everybody wants sustainability -but if growth is at stake, it is usually considered more important than ecological issues. And yes, we have ministries of the environment, "Kyoto", "Montreal", environmental legislation on all levels -but the Northern/Western model of production and consumption is not called into question, at least not in the mainstream of society. Today, politics and politicians are, more than anything else, concerned about stabilizing exactly this model, and not about organizing reforms that might lead to social or ecological sustainability. In other words, societal development is very much shaped by attempts to sustain the unsustainable and not by concerns about, for example, limits to growth that have been discussed for decades (for an account of this situation, see also Steurer 2002 , Siemer 2006 , Luks 2007 .
The frightening thing is that there is not only a tendency in sustainability politics to favor economic objectives, but that citizens seem to have no expectations whatsoever that are in any way related to reforms toward sustainable development. Most people really have other things on their minds than climate change, biodiversity loss or resource problems. Let's face it: The vast majority has no "post-materialist" attitude but defines their lives and their identities by spending money for consumption (Blühdorn 2000, p. 185) . In this situation, despite all the rhetorical commitments to sustainability and the honest concerns about climate change so prevalent at least in the first half of 2007, securing the working and inclusiveness of the present system is clearly more important to real societal change than protecting nature or concerns about future generations (Blühdorn 2000 and . Being critical of consumption, innovation or the belief in efficiency is certainly not en vogue today. To be skeptical about innovations or to seriously question the goal of efficiency is seen as being un-economic, irrational and even dangerous. This is related to the "economic construction of ecological reality" which is so important for the sustainability discourse. Far beyond any morally motivated critique: It has theoretical and practical consequences when solidarity becomes "social capital" and nature turns into "natural capital". The faith -and it is a faith -that the environment, education and health are commodities whose production and distribution should be guided by economic criteria, has fatal consequences for the idea of sustainable development (Luks 2007) .
The Problem of Problems
Related to the aforementioned point but more fundamental in character, one can reinterpret the areas of "ecology", "risk" and "exclusion" as fundamentally insolvable problems of reflection. In this vein, Esposito (1997, p. 379) argues for an attitude that treats contingency and uncertainty as resources of self-observing systems instead of seeing them as problems that can be overcome. When it comes to risks, ecological questions and problems of exclusion, Esposito argues, attempts to solve problems produce new forms of uncontrollability, which lack criteria for coping with. Instead, according to this view, uncertainty might help to recognize the usefulness of chance (Esposito 1997, pp. 383ff.) . The reversed and seemingly unreasonable reinterpretation, then, is to see uncertainty and even loss of control not as threats but as resources that are necessary for survival.
To put it more bluntly: Without somebody saying "risk" or "unsustainability", there is no risk or unsustainability (Luhmann 1989) . To see risk etc. as problems is of course already a normative statement -and, according to Esposito, a pre-modern way of seeing the world. Blühdorn (2000, p.10) 
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So where do we go from here? The situation is, to say the least, quite paradoxical. As Blühdorn and Welsh (2007, p. 198) observe, there is a politics of unsustainability "unfolding amidst the simultaneity of, on the one hand, a general acceptance that the achievement of sustainability requires radical change in the most basic principles of late-modern societies and, on the other hand, an equally general consensus about the non-negotiability of democratic consumer capitalism -irrespective of mounting evidence of its unsustainability". The authors argue that research will have to focus on the question of how capitalist consumer democracies attempt to manage to sustain what is clearly unsustainable. We share the idea that this is an important line of further research, and we strongly sympathize with the alternative ideas we have presented here and indeed see an urgent need for "post-sustainability studies". We find it essential to further explore the paradoxes of sustainable development. It makes a lot of sense to think about the underlying categories, about the dominance of economically inspired ideas, about the politics of unsustainability, and about the fact that "problem" is a specific construction of reality that does not necessarily call for a "solution". However, we also sense that these reflections on reflections are still not enough. The sustainability discourse including alternative approaches is usually shaped by the belief that with more and better knowledge, the world will become a better (and sustainable) place. In a sense, this is a variation of the "more-of-thesame"-trap. Yet alternatives, it seems to us, must be even more radical -i. e. going to the very roots of unsustainability. But these roots -or sources -are not yet recognizable. So what should be done? In many sports, the coach can take a time-out when the team is in trouble. The same may be helpful in the sustainability discourse. In this vein, we suggest: humility. We find it obvious that a strong dose of humility (and a handful of humor, plus a grain of salt) would do the idea of sustainable development good. More specifically, we suggest a break for, say, seven years. Or nine months? Okay, let's start with five weeks. No conferences, no papers, no research, no mission. A pause to take stock, to strike a balance, to mourn, to let go, to breathe, to have fun, to rediscover the lost emotions -and, more than anything else: to relax. A period of humility -it will not be the end of the world. But it offers the chance for a fresh start in the search for sustainable development. Things may be better afterwards.
